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STUDIES IN THE FORNALDARSOGUR NORDRLANDA 

I. THE HEdMUNDAR SAGA GEIPSSONAE 

1. The MSS of the Hrdmundar saga Greipssonar. — This saga, 
though its matter is indubitably old, is preserved only in paper MSS, 
none of which date back beyond the seventeenth century. As these 
MSS prove to be closely related one to another, the text afforded 
by a critical comparison of them can have presumably but little value 
as a substitute for the real production of the Icelandic saga-period. 
That this is the case has long been recognized; in fact Ami Mag- 
missoh himself expressed very clearly his conviction of the fact upon 
the margin of the original MS of the saga. 

The relationship of these MSS unfortunately has never been 
cleared up, which fact has left the date of an original, X, hitherto 
wholly problematical. Of the two printed editions Bjomer in his 
Nordiska Kdmpadater (Stockholm, 1737) has simply reprinted the 
Stockholm MS, Holm. 67 fol. chart. {=^b), which MS is a copy made 
by J6n Eggertsson in 1687 from some Copenhagen MS.' Rafn has 
similarly but less accurately reprinted^ the Copenhagen MS, AM 
5876 4to chart.' (=a), giving a few variants from Bjomer's edition 
(6') and from another MS, AM 345 4to chart. (=c). This last MS 
bears at its close the date 1695 and in addition a note by J6n J6ns- 
son under date of 1703 that it was written by his father J6n I>6r8ar- 
son. The truth of this statement KMund calls however into question 
(cf. Katalog, I, 580). The only attempt to make a critical collation 
of the MSS is that of Kolbing, the results of which are given in his 
Beitrdge zur vergleichenden Geschichte der romantischen Poesie und 
Prosa des Mittelalters (Breslau, 1876), 160 f., 181 f. Kolbmg calls 
attention to several other MSS, viz. (as d), AM 193e fol. chart, 
(formerly in Add. 3), which was mentioned already by Rafn. This 
is also in the hand of Asgeir J6nsson and is dismissed from consid- 

' Cf. G6del, Fornnorsk-isl. lift, i Sverige, I, 206 1. ; Katalog Ofver kongl. Bibliotekets 
fornisl, och fornnorska handskrifter, 199. 

* In his Fornaldarsogur Nortirlanda, II, 365-80 (Copenhagen, 1829). 

' The first four leaves of this MS are in the hand of Isgeir JCnsson, sc. K&lund, 
Katalog over den arnamagnceanske handskriftsamling, I, 748. 
527] 1 [Modern Philology, April, 1911 



2 A. LeRoy Andbews 

eration by Kolbing as being nearly identical with c. As a matter of 
fact it is, as might be expected, almost exactly identical with a. 
He mentions further the important MS, AM 6016 4to chart., from 
the latter half of the seventeenth century (=e) and the Sloane MS 
4860 in the British Museum, which he characterizes as worthless. 
This leaves the MSS a, b, c, and e for comparison, and I have verified 
the failure of other late paper MSS in Copenhagen to contribute 
anything of value to the problem. Stockholm and Uppsala possess 
no other MSS of this saga. 

Of the four MSS just mentioned, e, of whose early history nothing 
is known, may be the oldest, and it is this MS upon whose margin 
Ami Magniisson has registered his opinion that the saga is merely a 
prose paraphrase of the corresponding rfmur, the Grtplur {"iir 
rimunum," and again at close "petta er tekiS ur rimunum"). Kol- 
bing (181 f.) regards the four MSS as independent of one another 
and postulates a common original Y. His reasons for refusing to 
consider a, b, or c as the original of this group of MSS are in the main 
valid enough. What he says of the form Lara for Kdra in a rests 
evidently upon Rafn's error, not upon his own observations, for a 
contains not Lara, but Cara in agreement with the other MSS. That 
the form of capital used is the one familiar to us through the German 
script may serve to explain Rafn's very careless mistake. It may 
be added that d uses the same form in the headings of the chapters 
(Cap.). The point brought out by Kolbing as disproving the depend- 
ence of a, b, c upon e, viz., that e omits hverju (Fas. II, 366:10), is 
on the other hand wholly incorrect. The hverju referred to must 
be the one in 366 : 20, as there is none in any MS in 366 : 10, and the 
fact of the matter is that a and c have here hverju while b and e have 
einu. There is here no textual error in any case, and the meaning 
in both is so nearly the same that the point is of very questionable 
value as a basis upon which to found manuscript relationships, espe- 
cially when unsupported by other facts. The reading einu is further- 
more confirmed by a comparison with the rimur (Griplur, 1,45). 
Kolbing has then in no sense disproved that a, b, and c may have 
originated from e. 

In the following table are given the general results of a collation 
of the four MSS, including from a complete list of variants all of 
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Studies in the Fornaldarsogur Norbrlanda 3 

greater significance than the mere change of order of words or the 
suppression or addition of an unimportant particle. It may be 
said that the evidence of these minor variants is at no single point 
in contradiction to that of the more important ones. The numbers 
of pages and lines are from the printed text in Rafn's Fornaldar- 
sogur Nordrlanda (Vol. II). 



Page and Line 


a 


b 


c 


e 


365:1 


Giir^um i 


GdrSum 


OorSum 


GorSum 




, Danmiyrh 








365:16-17.... 


Olafr konungr 


Olafr konungr 


Olafr norSr 


Olafr konungr 




austr 


vestr 




austr 


365:20 


herskip 


herskip 


skip 


herskip 


366:4.. 


re-Si 


rSU 


styrU 


rm 


366:8 


skal ek 


vU ek 


skal ek 


skal ek 


366:16 


mann fyrir 


mann fyrir 


fyrir 


mann fyrir 


366:20 


i hveryu hoggi 


I einv, hoggi 


I hverju hoggi 


I einv. hoggi 


367:9 


. i 


IWi 


im 


im 


367:18 


viS I stafni 


vi'S I stafni 


trtS stafni 


vi^ I stafni 


368:2 




heldr enn 


heldr enn 


heldr enn 






rcsna kot- 


rcena kot- 


roena kot- 






karla 


karla 


karla 


368:10 


harm md 


hann md 


hit md 


hann md 


368:11 


fregn \>essa 


fregn i>essa 


frdsogunna 


fregn l>essa 


368:14-15.... 


fyrir framstaf- 


fyrir framstaf- 


fyrir stafni 


fyrir framstaf- 




ni 


m 


fram 


m 


368:17 


VI 


IV 


nil 


IV 


370:1 


Ih'&ki 


af btlkum 


af b&kum 


af biikum 


370:11 


steinar 


stokkar 


stokkar 


stokkar 


370:11 


datt 


fell 


datt 


datt 


370:18 


lendar 


herSar 


lendar 


lendar 


370:23-24.... 


ChmrilM 


GunnU^ 


SvUo^ 


Gunnl&S 


370:28 


dimmt 


myrkt 


dimmt 


dimmt 


371:3 


trAa 


treysta 


tnXa 


trda 


371:3 


Jx) g&Sir Ujkki 




i>6 gd^ir Vykki 


i>6 gd^ir ]>ykki 


371:8 


CXXIV 


CXXXIV 


CXXIV 


CXXIV 


371:22 


norSr til sins 


heim 


norSr til sins 


norSr til sins 




rlkis 




rikis 


rlkis 


372:17 


v6ra scemd 


y^ar sasmd 


v6ra scemd 


v6ra scemd 


372:26 


Helgi 


Helgi enn frcek- 


Helgi 


Helgi 


373:1 


or'S 


6o« 


or'S 


or^ 


373:16 


Mfst 


tokst 


hdfst 


hdfst 


373:17 


Holding 


Holding 


Hadding 


Holding 


373:27 


afmiHald- 


afliSiHald- 




ofmiHold- 




tngja 


ingja 




tngja 


374:6 


HUi 


kendi 


Hkti 


\>ekti 


374:16 


HrongviM 


HrongviM 
hrffSur 
slnum 


HrongmM 


HrongwM 


374:27-28.... 


of an I 


niSr I (Jor^- 
ina) 


of an i vollinn 


of an i vollinn 
(vollinn 
cancelled) 
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Page and Line 


a 


b 


c 


e 


374:29 


mst 


barst 


tdkst 


tdkst 


376:4-5 


svd sver'Sit 
hljop at hjol- 
tum of an 


like a {sokk) 




like a. 


375:12 


hanffSi 


hekk 


hanffSi 


hanffSi 


375:13 


hrifjar 


s6 


hrifjar 


hrifjar 


375:28 


svd 


svd hart at 


svd 


svd 


376:3 


XIV 


XIV 


XVI 


XIV 


376:27 


Hagals 


Hagals ok 
konu hans 


Hagals 


Hagals 


377:15 


lefS 


lem 


veg 


lei's 


378:16 


Svlaveldi 


Svlaveldi 


Sviarlki 


Sviaveldi 


378:20 


sky 


sky 


M 


sky 


378:23 


menn 


menn 


mjok 


menn 


379:11 


munu 


munu 


murium 


munu 


380:4 


Svankoit 


Svanhvlt sys- 
tur slna 


Svanhvlt 


Svanhvlt 



A consideration of the above details shows at once that e shares 
in all cases the majority (3 vs. 1) reading except in the unimportant 
case on p. 366:20, where it stands with b against a and c — ^but/ by 
Asgeir J6iisson (cf. infra) agrees with it here, as do also the rimur — 
and 365 : 16-17, where it agrees with a, but b and c differ not only 
from it but also from each other. In none of these cases nor else- 
where can e be proven to show a copyist's error in comparison with 
the other MSS preserved. From the internal evidence of the text 
the conclusion is practically inevitable that e is the original, of which 
a, b, and c represent, directly or indirectly, copies, independent, to 
be sure, of each other. And there are not lacking other considera- 
tions, which tend to corroborate the evidence of the variants. In 
judging the MS begun by Asgeir J6nsson (a) it must be borne in 
mind that he is in general not noted for the faithfulness of his copies 
and that in this particular case his work may be tested by compari- 
son with his several other copies. For d is, as already remarked, 
from his hand, as is also another MS (/), Thott 1768 4to chart., in 
the Royal Library in Copenhagen. These 3 MSS (a, d, f) when 
compared point again to e as a common original, showing no direct 
relationship to b and c. Not only is that true, but a and d have 
even copied a supplementary remark found in e, wherein the writer 
states that his original was hardly legible and adds a note upon the 
topography of the saga, citing Magniis f Laufasi Olafsson as his 
authority. That c is a copy of e is pretty plain from the nature of 
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certain of its errors. In the case of 370:23-24, for example, one 
need only glance at the Qvnlop of e to see how easily it might be 
taken for Svylop. Another case is even more striking: 378:20 c 
has hu for sky of the other MSS; the sfc of e is in this case a ligature, 
the staff of the h being slightly curved to the right above to indicate 
the s. That c shows Hadding for Raiding of the other MSS is no 
proof that it antedates them, for it has the same plural, Haldingjar. 
The direct dependence of c upon e is not so evident, but we have 
seen that the evidence of the text pointed unmistakably in this 
direction. It may be added that b has following the Hr6mundar 
saga the BragSa-Olvis saga as in e. E contains only these two sagas 
in the order mentioned. In the other MSS considered the BragSa- 
Olvis saga is not present, and whatever may be the value of this 
saga (it has occurred to no one, so far as I know, to suppose it to be 
anything else than a paraphrase of the corresponding rimur), the 
few copies of it in existence evidently all go back to this same MS 
(AM 6016 4:to). That MS b bears the statement that it was copied 
from a very old parchment (Copenhagen, 1687) need cause no 
misapprehension, for the statement appears to apply at most to 
the first four numbers of this large and varied collection,^ or more 
likely only to the first (Stjomu-Odda dramnr). Exactly the same 
statement is attached to AM 555h 4to chart, written by Ami Mag- 
misson the year before (1686), which contains only the Stjornu-Odda 
draumr. About the actual possibility of all these MSS having been 
copied directly from e there is no means of judging so long as so little 
of the history of e is known. It might be stated that / also bears a 
date 1687 and was written apparently in Copenhagen. Even if it 
be necessary to assume in some cases lost intermediate copies, the 
general relationship would not thereby be materially affected. This 
relationship may be expressed simply thus: 

ad be 

our text being then e. 

> Sc. Arwldsson, PSHeckning Bfver kongl. bibliothekets i Stockholm islindska hand- 
skrifter, 91; Godel, Katalog, 196 t. 

531 



6 A. LeRoy Andrews 

The establishment of e as the original of the MSS preserved is 
important because it disposes of the problem presented by the 
Danisms soddan, strax, etc., long since noted, in that they need not 
be carried farther back in the history of the text than the writing of 
e, i.e., than the last half of the seventeenth century. It is further 
important because it gives us a definite text to compare with the 
rfmur for the purpose of ascertaining the mutual relationship of the 
two, and it puts us finally in a better position to judge of the worth 
of the supplementary statement appearing in this and two other 
copies (a and d) of the same saga. This statement in normalized 
modem Icelandic orthography reads as follows: "Sii, saga sem 
petta var eftir skrifad, vard naumlega ledn, og ei sem skiljanlegust um 
landa edur stadg, heiti sum; p6 er pad vist ad rdda h6r af Kong Olafur 
muni verid hafa kdngur ad nafnbdt i Danmerkurveldi einhverstadar 
par, sem ncer grensad hefur vid Svlpjod, pvl pd hefur Danm^rkur- 
HM haft marga smdkonga, sem beoisast kann af fornum frcedum. 
Svo_ skrifar slra Magnus i Laufdsi Olafsson, etc." This Ami Mag- 
niisson has branded with a "mendacium est" and he adds a reitera- 
tion of what he had already noted at the beginning: "petta er tekid 
■dr rlmunum, " i.e., he regarded the text as a paraphrase of the rfmur 
(Griplur). Now the opinion of Ami Magniisson is entitled to 
respect, and Finnur Jdnsson^ still holds to this view of the relation 
of the saga to the rfmur, though referring to Kolbing's Beitrdge. 
But Kolbing contended that rlmur and saga were independent of 
each other, both going back to an older saga version which he desig- 
nated as X, which the rimur reproduced much more faithfully. Now 
this is not inconsistent with the statement about the illegibiUty of 
e's original, which is furthermore designated "saga." Whether or 
not this view is correct remains to be tested by a renewed compari- 
son of the saga with the rimur. 

As concerns the supplement it is further to be noted that it is 
{fide Dr. K&limd) in the same hand in which the saga is written, 
a hand from the latter half of the seventeenth century, not that of 
Magntis 6lafsson (1573-1636), and that marginalia show it had 
been used by some one prior to its coming into Ami Magniisson's 

J Den isl, lUt. hist, tilUgemed den oldnorshe (1907), 334; cf. Den oldnorske og oldish 
litt. hist., II (1901), 809. 
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possession. That it was written after an exceedingly poor original 
is apparent enough from the condition of its names alone, to say 
nothing of the rest of its contents. In this respect the statement 
of the supplement is credible enough and is in so far entitled to 
respect in spite of Ami Magmisson's annihilating comment. On 
the other hand, it is to be remembered that this MS (e) contains 
only one other saga, of which it appears also to be the original, and 
that this other saga is pretty certainly the paraphrase of the corre- 
sponding rimur. Can the "saga" in the supplement refer to the 
rimur (Griplur) ? Or can we assume a paraphrase of earlier date, 
of which e is a poor copy? Against this supposition is only to be 
said that there is no other evidence of such and that mistakes of a 
mere copyist (apart from the names) cannot be demonstrated in e. 
Nor does the mention of Magmis Olafsson help to clear the matter 
up; rather the contrary. He has, as Dr. K§,lund assures me, not 
written the MS, was in fact dead long before it was written, and 
there is nothing to indicate that he had written an original, of which 
it may be the mere mechanical copy, as MS a is of it. The "Svo 
skrifar" can only mean, as Dr. KS.lund states, that this supplement, 
or perhaps merely the statement about the numerous petty kings 
in Denmark, rests upon some writing of his. But his published 
writings show no trace of such a statement.^ The supplement must 
then be discarded, unless it be confirmed by unmistakable internal 
evidence, as Ami Magniisson recognized. 

2. The Hromundar saga and the Griplur. — The rimur dealing 
with the story of Hr6mundar Gripsson are commonly known as 
the Griplur, the title resting upon the authority of the rimur 
themselves (VI, 57, in J6nsson's edition). They have been ascribed, 
though upon very slight and questionable evidence, to a poet 
known to have lived at the close of the fifteenth and begin- 
ning of the sixteenth century, SigurSur blindi.^ These rfmur are 
preserved entire only in the MS AM 610c 4to chart, from the seven- 
teenth century in the hand of Jon Gissursson (Kolbing's a).* In 
addition to this there exist two fragments: AM 146a Svo chart. 

■ For his works cf. K&lund's biographical sketch In Bricka, Dansk biografisk Lexikon, 
XII, 389 t. 

2 Sc. J.Porkelsson, Om Diotningen pd Island i del 15. og 16. Arhundrede, 296 f. 
» Kolblng calls the MS (Beitr., p. 159) incorrectly AM 110c. 
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from the first half of the seventeenth century written by Jon Finns- 
son (c of Kolbing)/ containing part of the first (str. 1-36) and of the 
last (str. 37 to end) rimur, and finally a Wolfenbiittel parchment 
(Guelf. Aug. 42 4to perg.) dating apparently from the time about 
1500^ (KoUsbok), written probably by J6n koUr Oddsson (Kolbing's 
B, J6nsson's W), in which rimur I and II, 1-53, are lacking. The 
third fragment alluded to by J6n I>orkelsson,' AM 603 4to perg., 
from the sixteenth century, seems unfortunately to have been lost.'* 
These three MSS are according to Kolbing^ independent of each 
other, the two former nearer related and pointing to a written 
original, the last evidently of oral descent from the same original 
(R), thus: 

R 



W 



Finnur J6nsson* appears to have accepted Kolbing's judgment upon 
this point and follows in his edition' in the main a, correcting in 
places from the others and by conjecture where only corrupt readings 
are furnished by the MSS. Satisfactory evidence of the oral rela- 
tionship existing between W and a is furnished among other things 
by the displacement of various strophes in the one as compared 
with the other.* The following table will serve to indicate the rela- 
tions of the three MSS to each other with reference to transposed 
or failing stanzas. The detail is taken from J6nsson's edition, the 
nvunbers of the stanzas being those of this text. The last column 
shows similar transpositions of the saga, so far as they can be demon- 
strated with certainty. 

1 He agaia misnames it (p. 160) AM 145o fol. 

2 Sc. Antiq. Tidskr. (1849-51), 8 fl. 
s Op. cU., 297. 

* Sc. Kalimd, Katalog over den arnamagnaanske Hdndskriftsamling^ II, 4. 
« Op. cit., 182. 

* Pernir fornishnskir rimnaflokkar Kaupmh. (1896), Hlf. 
' Op. cit., 17-42. 

» Of. J6nsson, op. cit, iQ apparat. 
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RImur a 



Eimur c 



RImur W 



1,12 

I, 33 

After I, 36 

1,41 

II, 55 

after II, 56 . . . 
(lacking) 

111,3,4 

111,8-10 

III, 11 

Ill, 12 

Ill, 15 

111,17 

Ill, 19 

Ill, 21 

111,24 

Ill, 26 

111,27 

111,28 

111,29 

111,30 

after III, 33. . . 

111,32 

Ill, 36 

Ill, 36 

111,37 

111,43 

Ill, 45 

III, 46 J6nsson- 
after III, 47 
in MS 

111,47 

111,49 

111,52 

IV, 9 

IV, 11 

IV, 13 

IV, 14 

IV, 16 

IV, 22 

IV, 31 

(lacking) 

V, 23, 24 

(lacking) 

(lacking) 

V, 36 

V, 47 

VI, 11-13 

VI, 17 

VI, 18 

VI, 19 

VI, 21 

VI, 22, 23.... 

VI, 24 

after VI, 14. . . 

(lacking) 

after VI, 56. . . 



after I, 24 

1,33 

1,34 



(VI, 44a) 
VI, 55 



(lacking) 

11,59 

(III, beginning 

stanza) 
III, 3, 4 
after III, 2 
(lacking) 
after III, 7 
before III, 14 
after III, 19 
after III, 22 
after III, 52 
after III, 28 
after III, 24 
after III, 29 
after III, 21 
after III, 26 
after III, 27 
III, 31 
after III, 36 
after III, 25 
after III, 31 
after III, 34 
after III, 39 
(lacking) 



(lacking) 
III, 47 
after III, 50 
after III, 35 
after IV, 22 
after IV, 13 
after IV, 10 
after IV, 12 
after IV, 9 
after IV, 15 
(lacking) 
V,5 

V, 23, 24 
(V, 27a) 
(V, 35a) 
after V, 31 
after V, 49 

VI, 11-13 
after VI, 21 
after VI, 19 
after VI, 16 
after VI, 18 
VI, 22, 23 
VI, 24 

VI, 28 
(VI, 44a) 
VI, 55 



after I, 36 
before I, 37 



after III, 26 



after III, 50 



before V, 5 



after VI, 17 
after VI, 20 



after VI, 16 
after VI, 9 
after VI, 21 
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10 A. LbEot Andeews 

Now besides these differences in the order of the stanzas there are 
very considerable variations in the readings, as may be seen by con- 
sulting J6nsson's critical apparatus. Whatever may be said of these 
variants, the matter of the order of the stanzas can hardly be laid 
to the charge of careless copyists, but is, as Kolbing states, evidence 
sufficient of at least two different records of the orally transmitted 
rfmur. This matter of oral transmission is one which must be espe- 
cially taken into consideration for the rimur, as indeed it must gen- 
erally for the older Icelandic literature, and the disposition of the 
stanzas in these different records of the Griplur is instructive for 
those who object for example to the "editing" of the Eddie poems. 
That such poems can remain through oral transmission for a long 
time intact and with surprisingly little change on the whole, is 
sufficiently demonstrated by the popular ballads of the Faroe 
Islands, whose case is in many ways analogous to that of the Ice- 
landic rimur.^ But Kolbing is again guilty of a misstatement in 
asserting that c is more closely related to a. By consulting the 
above table one will note that the fragment of rima I in c shows two 
deviations from a in the order of stanzas, while the other fragment 
from the close shows likewise two deviations, exactly agreeing, how- 
ever, with W. As this is the only portion which can be compared 
with W the agreement is complete so far as comparison can be made. 
If the variant readings in this portion be compared, it will be noted 
further that c in the great majority of cases corresponds exactly 
with or is at least nearer W. The inference that c is a copy of W 
or at least a lineal descendant of it through now lost connecting links 
would be natural enough, nor is there much in the variants to contra- 
dict such an assumption. When in VI, 38 . 3 J6nsson puts renn from 
this MS in the text in preference to the reading enn of the other two, 
his choice is at least open to question. More serious is VI, 44.3 
where W has hondum (i.e., hondum) for honum of the other two (but 
this so slight mistake of W might have been corrected independently 
by c or an intermediate copy), VI, 46.4 where J6nsson gives the 
preference to c's gramnum over a's granum and W's jarnum, and in 
the mansongr VI, 57.2 where all three MSS show widely varying 
readings and W lacks the end-rhyme and is in so far inferior to c. 
If these few considerations be sufficient proof that c is not descended 

« Sc, e.g., my Hdlfsaaga ok Hdl/srekka (1909), 56 fl. 
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in a direct line from W, they in no wise affect our conclusion that 
these two MSS are very closely related indeed and are at most to 
be referred back to a common original which was widely different 
from a. The relationship of these three MSS would then be 
expressed thus: 

B 



Ri 



E2 



W 



where W and R^ represent different records of the orally transmitted 
rfmur, R^ much the better and presumably then the earlier. 

In the light of these facts the saga must be considered and I can 
here refer to the close comparisons of saga and rimur which Kolbing 
offers/ to which I shall have comparatively little to add. It may 
be said at the outset that the presumption is entirely against the 
saga as showing the original, and in fact Kolbing shows at all points 
that the rimur have the better version. Only the very obvious con- 
clusion that the saga is a wretched paraphrase of the rimur, as Ami 
Magniisson had suspected, he seems to have been unwilling to draw. 
The very principle upon which Kolbing works^ is in itself open to 
criticism, at least if taken too literally. While it is true that the 
rfmur have a general tendency to borrow their material from older 
sagas and to convert it into metrical form without substantial 
changes, the idea is to be guarded against that the relationship 
between metrical version and prose original is essentially other 
than in the mediaeval literature generally. As a matter of fact the 
rimur show various stages of adaptation up to the entirely original 
Skl8arfma, which is in its treatment of older material wholly inde- 
pendent of any prose version. The problem of the source of the 
rfmur and their composition and style is in each particular case an 
individual one, as it is in literature generally. The rima is by no 

> Op. cit., 161 a. 2 Op. eit., 139. 
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means, cannot from the nature of the case be, a purely mechanical 
production, like the copy of a MS, and Kolbing's statement that 
the rfma often follows its prose original word for word needs testing 
before being used as a working principle. As a matter of fact, it is 
particularly hard to see how a production of so complicated a struc- 
ture as the Icelandic rfma with its essentially exact metrical con- 
struction, its end-rhyme (in many cases it also shows assonance 
[hending] within the line itself after the manner of the Scaldic poetry), 
its alliteration, its kennings, and its poetic heiti could by any possi- 
bility follow word for word a prose original. If there be any very close 
word-for-word correspondence the a priori probability would favor 
the contrary relationship, viz., that the prose version is a paraphrase 
of the metrical. But each case, as has just been said, must be con- 
sidered individually in the light of all the facts bearing upon it. 
The points which Kolbing makes for the inferiority of the Hr6mimdar 
saga are in addition to the corrupt condition of its names the 
fact that it has no vlsur, whose presence in their original the rimur 
plainly bear witness to (162 ff.), that it omits much which is essen- 
tial to the sense and which cannot be a new creation of the rimur 
(164 ff.), and that it transposes often greater or less portions in a 
manner not in accordance with the general sense of the whole, whereas 
the rimur (a) in such places generally give the order to be expected 
(167 ff.). This last weakness of the .saga is especially noticeable 
in the interpretations of the dreams in VI. Now the first three 
considerations may in case of necessity be laid to the charge of the 
nearly illegible MS which the saga mentions as its original. The 
introduction of Danisms might be explained in the same way. But 
the transposition of portions of the text cannot be explained in this 
way, whereas we have already seen in the case of W how easily 
stanzas of the orally transmitted rimur may fall into other than their 
proper places, a fact familiar to the students of popular ballads and 
other poetry taken down from popular oral sources. This is then 
another factor strongly indicating the origin of the Hr6mundar 
saga as an abstract of a poor copy of the Griplur. It may be added 
that Kolbing finds nothing in the saga which forms in any way an 
addition to the rimur or points to its having at any point an older 
reading. It remains to note, so far as may be, whether these trans- 
positions correspond to those noted in the case of W (and so far as 
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preserved, of c) or whether they indicate still a third record of the 
orally transmitted rlmuf . As the saga is so brief and omits so much, 
it is not at all points easy to determine exactly the order of stanzas 
upon which it rests, but in many cases the facts are so clear as to 
admit of no doubt. Such certain cases are noted in the fourth 
column of the table given above, from which it may readily be 
observed that the saga does not correspond exactly either with the 
a or the Wc version, although shoAving plainly enough the transposi- 
tion of stanzas in its original. So far as can be observed, it appears 
to lie a bit nearer the latter version, and various readings tend to 
confirm this evidence of the order of the stanzas, e.g., I, 25 S and c 
austr, a nordr; I, 26 S and c eyland, a annes; V, 17 S and W fjortdn, 
a fimtdn. It is entirely conceivable that the saga may have origi- 
nated directly or indirectly from the lost MS of the Griplur in AM 
603 4to memb., and this is all the more likely as this is the only 
one of the MSS of the Griplur known to have contained both these 
rlmur and the BragSa-Olvis rlmur {Olvis rimur ens sterka), the source 
of the only other saga associated with the Hr6mundar saga in its 
original MS. It seems unnecessary to bring forward further proof 
of the fact that the Hr6mundar saga is valueless, or at the most of 
very slight value toward establishing a critical text of the rimur; 
the space already used for this proof is perhaps all too great in view 
of Professor Jonsson's renewed insistence upon the fact. But 
Kolbing's contentions had never been met, and so long as that was 
the case, a defi.nite and satisfactory conclusion was impossible. In 
the light of that fact a careful revision of the whole matter may be 
justified, especially as it forms the necessary introduction to any 
critical study of the legendary content of these productions. The 
relationship of the texts preserved would then be expressed thus: 

R 
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where S represents the original MS (e) of the saga. Now if W dates 
from about 1500, as supposed, and its original, R^, shows already 
the order of the stanzas very poorly preserved, i.e., if it is an appar- 
ently later record than R', which, itself shows some such transposi- 
tions, then the original composition of R must go pretty well back 
into the fifteenth century, which makes it improbable that it was 
the work of the poet Sigm-Sur blindi (born 1450-60 according to 
J6n I>orkelsson).^ The statement that it was rests upon so little 
authority^ that it has no weight against this internal evidence and 
we may accordingly neglect it altogether, as does F. J6nsson.^ 

3. The Hromundar kvcedi.—MS AM 7236 4to chart.* includes 
(III) a collection of three poems, bearing the cover-label "Gomul 
gvoedi." The MS dates from the beginning of the eighteenth cen- 
tury and is in the hand of Arni Magniisson. The separate titles 
of the three kvseSi are: (1) "Qvmdi af Sturlaitgi Starfsama," (2) 
" Qvoedi af Bollant Riddara," (3) "Qvcedi af Hromundi Grips syne." 
The last in the orthography adopted by J6nsson for the rlmur 
reads as follows: 

Kvwdi af Hrdmundi Gripssyni 

1. H6rskal renna rseSan Tyrs lir r6ma sal 

urn Gripsson Pann, sem gjorSi strl5 me5 brandi, 
garpinn horska hei9ra skal. 

2. Hrdmund nefna holdar Pann, sem hreysti er 148, 
1 sy9ri SvfPjdS seima Tyr a3 bygSi 

rlkur og mUdur ranni r65. 

3. OUum var si settum steerSur orva gr6r, 
margan sigur milding vann hinn snjalli, 

s^ f6kk seri8 orma sker. 

» Om Digtningen p& Island i det IB. og IB. Arhundrede, 278. 

2 Sc. H^dan Etaarsson. Sciagra-pMa historiae Uterariae islandicae, Havniae 1777 
(2d ed. as Hist. lit. isl., Havniae et Lipsiae 1786), 87; cf. J. torkelsson, op. cit., 296. 

»In a second edition of the Grjplur (Rimnasa/u, 351 ft., 1909-10) Piunur J6nsson 
calls attention to another MS containing these rlmur, a new accession of the Amamag- 
nsean collection, Accessoria 22 (=d). In the order of Its strophes It is Independent of 
the other MSS and evidently goes back to stlU a fourth record of the orally transmitted 
rlmur (R*). 

* Sc. Kaiund, Kataloo, 11, 152 f. 
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4. Olaf nefna ytar pann me9 jEgis dyr, 
K6ngurinn h6It A k6IgustriSan viSir, 

Hr6mund fylgdi hjorva Tyr. 

5. Kdri og Om6If karskir v6ru k6ngi meS, 
Vfking HrongviS virSar fundu a9 kvoldi; 

vi8 Ira M5ir er PaS skeS. 

6. Fiillhugarnir f6ru A m6ts viS fylkir Pann, 
frsegir brseSur fjorinu sfnu t'ndu; 

s^ mi, hr6sa sigri, er vann. 

7. Hromund frsekni hefur sig upp A HrongviSs skei9, 
Kylfu st6ra kappinn haf 8i 1 hendi, 

f h6fu9 i berserk hratt Mn rei9. 

8. Sa h6t Helgi, er hefna vildi hlyra sinn; 
Hr6mund grseddi hann har91a 6fyrirsyiiju, 

bans munu brseBur bl9a af pfn. 

9. I vfking lagSist vella Tyr me9 vaskan her, 
su9ur f Valland seggir komu a9 hausti; 

i Prdins haug a9 pegninn f er. 

10. Mistiltein M9 mseta sver9 aS milding f6kk, 
af n69ru b61i n6gan au9mii hafSi, 

meS drengskap sfnum deyddi hann rekk. 

11. Hann valdi gull en vemdar burt, sem vel md tj^, 
einginn rndtti bans auranseg9ir telja; 

g^kk bans frseg9 tun grand og sjd,. 

12. K6ngsins systir kl^n og ung skal koma vi9 69, 
seggir nefna Svanbvlt hringa Hildi, 

su var bseSi bjort og rj69. 

13. Til Hr6munds feldi btin elsku eim og d,star hug, 
beggja bjortun bb9kast Pann veg leingi, 

einhver man Pvf aka d, bug. 

14. Bildur og V61i bd,9ir Pj6na bu9Iung Peir, 
Hr6mund rsegSu hratt vi9 k6nginn dyra, 

Pess mun gjalda Jsorna Freyr. 

15. Burt lir rfld bu91ung var9 fyrir bsenasta9, 
k6ngi gj6r9ist storlega strfS til handa, 

holdar reyndu hjalta naS. 
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16. Svanhvlt biSur M Hr6mund fylgja hjorva Tyr, 
skjaldarbond gaf slikju hrimdin fr6ma, 

hann hart A m6ti Helga snyr. 

17. Halding kongur Helga fylgdi 1 hraevar tafn, 
hann var manna nxestur i, svenskri grandu, 

honum fannst ei nema Hr6mund jafn. 

18. Sd, h6t BUndur, er buSlung fylgdi brigSuteitt, 
vissi hann alt, hva8 varS i pessu landi, 

aldri kom honum ovart neitt. 

19. M r68 hefjast Hildar hregg med holda )3J6S, 
dtta brseSur oSlings gjorBu aB falla, 

Hr6mund bar f hjarta moB. 

20. Gripsson allvel g6kk i striB, sem greinir M, 
skjaldarbond hann skj6tlega af s6r lagBi, 

viB Helga gjorBi hart aS rjd. 

21. Gabbi tniBi Gripsson P\i sem gjorBi fljoB; 
Helgi hinn frsekni hopaBi hvergi lir tafni, 

vlst d. Hr6mund vakti bloB. 

22. Helga oBling hitti skj(5tt meB heiptarsniB, 
6vfgur varB orva Pundurinn fr6mi; 

Hadding Ayr meB hdlft sitt liB. 

23. SverBiB misti ssemdarmaBur viB sAra fund; 
V61i Ut i Vsenir brandinn sokkva, 

aptur f6kk d, orlogs stund. 

24. Hagall grseddi hsegt meB listum hreystimann; 
Blindur lei tar bseBi um land og eyjar, 

gaurinn hvergi Gripsson fann. 

25. Blind og Hadding dresntna gjorBu drjdgt til hans, 
Hromund bj6st P6 hefndir Peim aB vinna, 

Peir fr^ttu ei fyrr til frsegBarmanns. 

26. Hr6mundur feldi Hadding M meB hreystigrein, 
6vinum sfnum eyddi hurt lir landi, 

msetan hafBi hann Mistiltein. 

27. K6ngsins systur kappinn f6kk meB kurt og dd.8, 
seima lundurinn settist einn aB rfki, 

seggurinn var 81 Svenska M8. 
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28. Orva gautur allvel unni au8ar Nd, 
syni og dsetur sfn A milium gdtu, 

Par mun synt a8 segja M. 

29. Kve9 eg ei leingur Pennan Pi,tt, Pvi Irytur 68; 
Berlings ferjan brotni Hdrs vi5 mimii, 

byrgist aptur BoSnar sl(59. 

That this poem goes back to a source prior to the rimur is unlikely 
enough, nor need Arni Magniisson's label be interpreted as indicating 
such a conclusion on his part. That he considered it on the other 
hand as of greater literary worth than the Hr6mundar saga Greips- 
sonar is evident from the label and the glosses upon the respective 
MSS. And a comparison shows readily that the kvseSi is not based 
upon the preserved saga. Take for example the names: the oft- 
recurring Gripsson stands out at once in contrast to the Oreipsson 
of the saga. Notice further Hadding (stanzas 22, 25, 26) though 
17, it must be confessed, shows the H aiding of the saga. As a matter 
of fact the kvseSi is not at all points in agreement with the rimur. 
Stanza 2 places Hr6mund's home in southern Sweden, the rimur 
apparently regard him as living in the kingdom of Olafur, viz., 
HorSaland in Norway.^ The conflict with the viking HrongviS 
took place according to the kvseSi (st. 5) on the coast of Ireland; but 
the rimur (I, 25) make this contest take place at the Elfarsker (the 
islands at the mouth of the Gotaelf below the present city of Gota- 
borg), and the saga has corrupted the same name to tJlfasker (Fas. 
II, 365). The kvaeSi brings in Blindur entirely prematurely (st. 18), 
as he has nothing to do with the fight; In the rfmur he does not 
appear tmtil the time of Hrdmxmd's reconvalescence at the house 
of Hagall (V, 35a, 36). Otherwise the correspondence is close 
enough, the kvseSi giving merely a very condensed catalogue of 
events, adding nothing to the account in the rimur and of course 
omitting unimportant details. Even the important part played 
by Kara in the contest and her tragic death is lacking. 

This poem is in, all probability a work of the period of revival of 
Icelandic interest in the older literature, i.e., of the seventeenth 

« The saga has corrupted HSrdum to GUrdum, which shoxild mean GarBarIki (Russia). 
Rafn's Denmark is taken from MS a of the saga, wUch had taken it into the text from 
the supplementary conjecture of its original, e. 
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century, is based upon the account of the rimur, but seemingly from 
memory of this account, or, Uke the saga, from a bad copy of the 
same. In the opinion of Ami Magnusson it was apparently older 
than the saga, but as the two are mutually independent of each 
other, there is no means of proving the fact. As the only MS is in 
the hand of Arni Magniisson, it is possible enough that he wrote it 
down from memory, but it would seem that he did not know the 
author, nor is there much prospect of demonstrating who it may 
have been. The Hr6mundar kvseSi contributes little of value to our 
investigation of the literary material of the Griplur, but as a speci- 
men of the treatment accorded by Icelanders of the seventeenth 
century to old themes from the heroic legend, it is, I trust, not 
unworthy of publication. 

A. LeRoy Andrews 

CORNBLL UNIVEBSITT 



5M 



